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LA~, at. 91850-0901

Jan. 2, 1996
To the Secretary
Poli~ and Rules Division
.....s Media Bureau
Federal Co "'ications ee-ission
1919 II Street, N. W.
Washington, D. C. 20554

Dear Sir:

Re:

\JINAL

.. Docket No. 81-268
,,!lil!!!-l TV
LMiI\t I FILE COpy ORIGiNAl

I _ Harlow Speckhart, Teclaical Director for the Blue IItn. Translator District
of La Grande, Ore. who ~' involved in Translator TV in 1955 when Translator
TV stations were authorized by the :F<X: to provide TV broadcast services to Rural
C'C mities who lived~ the coverBlfe of our Metropolitian TV Broadcast
stations ....,~ I have participated in the National Translator Assn. since its
inception in 1960 and I '. in II,Y second tera of serving as a Director of that
Assn.

We received a copy of Docket No. 81-268 this week. We have no probl.. with the
technical concept in this Docket as it greatly illproves the efficient use of
the spectrua. It will also creatly illprove the quality of picture and SOlDId for
our viewers. We IWSt be included in the use of a block of the spectroa for use
of our Translator TV repeater stations in the hinterlands of our aetropolitan
areas. You IEIltion in this docket the leeal requirmaent that the Public Inter
est 8USt be served. Also 10U aention the question as to whether ~rcial

broadcast stations should be allowed to broadcast both Pay TV and advertising
supported TV. It is very iIIportant that progr_ quali ty be _intained between
all s~ts of our population.

Frma a technical point of view, our translators designed for analoc broadcast
wi 11 not work and wi 11 have to be reeapti talized for the Digital teelmology.
Under our present cir~tances, we will be tlDIlble to replace our analoc equip
.ent wi th digi tal equilJB!!llt. As a resul t the Publ ic Interest cannot be served
but a sea-ent of the population will be deprived of access to free over the air
television. We are forced to that conclusion by the action that allowed Cable
CoIIpanies to an ex~tion frC8 sharing cost when they use not-for-profit ca.
.unity owned translator services.

To review "iefly the way Cable interest have undercut our attBllpts :co serve »e
Public Interest, please note the following: ~:oJ::- - ...::";1 0....

In the fall ot 1955 the ~ held a d.-mstration of how 1IIF TrlDuffators could
provide TV Broadcast services to tBlServed rural Cl' mHies near 'iaincy, ....h
ington which was engineered by Mr. George Frese PE licensed by the~. t6and
several neighbors attended that de.onatration and were illlPressei1. We h.\:red
George Frese to prepare application for a Construction PeIWit fot;]a statim to
rebroadcast K'fI:rTV of Spokane, W8.. to be located on Mt. HarriS near La ~e,
Or. that was filed soon alter.

Our application to the FCC was contested by our local Cable CaIpany. Mr. George
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w. S~er ot Spokane, "a. who b8d previously served on the FCC lelia1 staff
in Wuhi..ton, D. C. represented us in that contest. He fi led cc ants wi th the
FCC pointing out that our 8(lplication for a contruction pel"llit was in accord8nce
with the 0 mications Act of 1934 that would provide bro8dcast services to the
Public Interest of the rural and urban tK.es we were 8(lp!7'ilJlr for in our 8(lpli
cation. He also pointed out that closed circuit wired TV and encrypted broad
cast services did not calPly wi th the intent of the 0 mications Act of 1934
that provided broadcast service to the Public Interest. George won our case and
the followilJlr year our first Translator station was placed in operation and our
FCC licenses granted.

We have worked closely with our ..ther stations and consult with the. when
probl.- occur. Volunteer finaneilJlr has always been a proble.. 1Ir. Jay Wright,
Pres. of EngineerilJlr for King Broadcasting Co., of Seattle, Wash. 8dvised us to
get State enabling legislation for Oregon to fund our translator TV stations via
County Tax Districts si.ilar to the plan other ImUDtain States were using.

In 1977 the Oregon cable TV Assn. veh.-ently opposed our attellPt to establish
Or~ Translator statutes that would be funded ~ a User Fee on benefitted
properties and the bill died in em.ittee. We introduced a COIIIP'U"able bill in
Legislature in 1979 and the NCl'A sent their lobbiest frma New York City to de
feat our bill. III'I'V lobbiest Steve Dormell of La Grande, Or. with 40 years of
l0bb7ing ewperience before Michigan, California, and Oregon Legislatures on
various issues, beat the NCTA cable interest before our Oregon Legislative
em.i ttee on the issue that Translator TV served the Public Interest which cable
does not provide service to. 'l11e Publ ic Interest issue resul ted in our success
fully passing Oregon legislation enabling a User Fee on benefitted properties
for the support of our Oreaon Translator TV stations which stands to this day.

The following year the Cable interest started cabling ...11 towns within the
coverage areas of our not-for-profit 0 mity owned Translators in Oregon. By
1982 in Union and Baker Counties we lost four ~ll Cities to cable TV franchises
with a loss of about $40,000 in 8IDluai revenue. The towns that had granted cab
le franchises took their FCC exemptions and continued to use District services
without sharing cost. Prellier Cable agreed a year ago to vohmtarily contribute
$1100 a year for their tour s.all cities it we would ..intainpicture quality.
This is a token tee which is -eaningless when you BlBt realize the true cost of
operating mountain top stations over snow nine .anths of the year.

Early in 1977 A1Erican Television and 0 mications Corp. (Cablevision) tiled
application with the F<:X: to carry our K68A11 translator station rebroadcasting
IlTVB ot Boise on their Cables in Union and Baker Counties. We requested that
the FCC deny their application until an agret!llent could be arrived at where~

they would pay their fair share of the cost of services we would be providing
thOll. We pointed out that we were a not-for-profi t Assn.. dependent on' volunteer
contributions and in no shape to provide a quali ty reliable service without ade
quate ttmdilC. On April 26, 1977 the F<:X: denied our request for sharing cost
for use of our services based on prior contest over sharing cost between eo.
JErcial for-profit TV stations BJJd cables. This action set a precedent tor cab
le exfJllPtion for all not-ror-protit cc mity owned Translator TV stations nat
ion wide. Today Cablevision carry our Translators on their cables wi thout
sharing cost. Local attorneys ciaia that under C".oaImn Law a for-profU entity
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cannot use the services of not-for-profit tax supported entities unless they
share cost on a not-for-profit cost share basis.

To review the econmaic situation of ruralOrecon in the hinterlands of our lIetro
polit8ll areas, Cable TV bas taken over ~st of the -.11 towns leaving on17 the
sparsely populated ranch end fUll f_ilys to financially support their not-for
profit locally owned Translator TV stations that provides service to the Public
Interest including our Cities.

In Union and Baker Counties, Oregon there are about 13,000 tM.es in Baker,
Grande Ronde Valley, and Elgin including the urban and rural tM.es. 'In 19T9
when we organized our Blue Mtn. Translator District we bad about 2500~
financially supporting our District. We are now down to about lZOO ho.es to
finance our District due to the takeover by Cable TV in and near our towns in
Union and Baker Counties. Under these circ..stances, recapitalization is i...
possible. 1be only reason we are sU 11 in business is that when our syst. was
bui It we had the financial support of these towns which are now cabled. We
esti..te that to meet our cost would require a fee of about fifteen cents per
JM.e per channel per BkRlth taking into account the overall ntllber of tM:.es
including our cities involved tor our Mountain top stations that serve us.

How do we recapitalize Translator TV tor our rural tac.es end public interest in
cluding our Cities tor the Digi tal age for the hinterlands of Oregon!!!!

1be only solution we see to the probl. is to get back to the basics of ee-m
law our 0 mications Act of 1934 was based on where by all share the cost of
serving the Public Interest including those on the cables. 1be State of Nev
ada was successful in Passing this concept before the National Cable TV Assn.
was organiVw.d. 1be State of Nevada is one of the Imst SParsely populated States
in the Union and has the B)st successful broadcast concept of any State. 'lbeir
cost per tx.e is very ecoJlOBical and they have top quali ty equi~lt end servic
es.

Wby not recognize the proble. in the FCC rules so all can benefit and preserve
the intent of the ee:-mications Act of 19341

s~~.~
Harlow A. Speckhart, Technical Director


